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Susan S. Simpson, Chief
Environmental Planning - North
California Department of Transportation
111 Grand Ave.
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT STATEMENT/REPORT FOR THE MARIN 101 HOV GAP
CLOSURE PROJECT

Dear Ms Simpson:

The Marin Audubon Society submits the following comments on the DEIS/R for the 101 HOV Gap Closure project. Please place Marin Audubon
Society on the mailing list to receive a copy of the revised EIR. We did not receive copy of the Draft and had to borrow one from another
organization. To facilitate receipt, please send EIR to me at: 48 Ardmore Rd., Larkspur, CA 94939.

Our comments are:

1. ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS: The range of alternatives addressed is insufficient. We request that two additional alternatives be examined:

(a) Convert an existing lane to an HOV lane and add an auxiliary lane, between San Pedro and Heatherton exists and between Anderson
Drive south to Corte Madera Creek. Alternative 9 only addressed converting existing lanes to HOV lanes.

(b) (b) Developing reverse lanes during commute hours.

2. The discussion at 7.3.1 speaks to avoiding and minimizing environmental impacts of the project. The discussion should explain what
environmental
impacts have been avoided and how? Why and how does the preferred alternative, minimize or avoid impacts over other alternatives that have been
considered?

3. Many of the descriptions of environmental impacts are too vague to be
able to evaluate the impacts. Further, there is virtually no information that would enable the reviewer to find the sites on the ground so that we can
evaluate them ourselves. Examples of descriptions that do not provide sufficient information are: (a) "Impacts to mixed stands of remnant native
vegetation at Calpark Hill in Segment #1." (b) "Areas of highly disturbed ... salt marsh vegetation and fill that were previously wetlands
adjacent to the right-of-way at Corte Madera Creek provide potential wetland restoration.” (c) The discussion at 7.3.3 which identifies a series
of small areas that would be filled or adversely impacted: .13 acres would be shaded, .57 acres filled in segment 4; minor amounts of fill (.01 acres)
in
segment 2; fill and removal of riparian vegetation along Irwin St in segment 3 etc.

There should he sufficient description of each location where there would be impacts to wetlands and native vegetation would be impacted, and each
site should be identified on a map to enable the reviewer to visit the site to assess potential impacts.

4. Several potential mitigation sites are identified: north and south of Grand Avenue on Irwin Creek and parcels mentioned on page 78 adjacent
to
Brookdale Ave., north of Grand Ave, adjacent to southhound Merridale Road, relocation of the vegetated channel in segment 4, and a site at Henry
Barbier
Memorial Park.
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As in #3 above, each proposed mitigation site should be adequately described and shown on a map to enable the reader to locate the
site on the ground and to assess the mitigation potential.

5. A criterion for mitigation is identified in the last sentence of the third paragraph, page 75, third paragraph, as "restored areas
should be contiguous with themselves and existing salt marsh vegetation, rather than a series of small isolated patches." This criteria
ignores the reality that some isolated wetlands provide important habitat for local species and that, when these habitats are lost, local
species suffer. To ensure species that lose habitat will benefit from the mitigation, efforts should be made to mitigate lost wetlands
within the same area or at least the same drainage basin as the site of loss, prior to moving to another drainage basin.

6. It is proposed that some wetland losses be mitigated out of kind. Mitigating out of kind is often proposed because it would be
easier or cheaper. What is the biological justification for mitigating salt marsh losses with riparian habitat?

7. It appears that the habitat mitigation plans are proposed to be reviewed and approved apart from the DEIR process. How can the
public participate in this process? There should be a way for the public to participate in the review of the plans.

8. What is the specific location, size and age of the trees in 1.75 acres of Oak/Bay woodland that would be impacted in Segment 1.
What attempt has been or would be made to replace these trees in Segment 1 before deciding on replacement in a different drainage
basin?
9. Care should be taken at the north of Grand Avenue mitigation site that native willows not be removed in mitigating for the loss
of native oaks and bays.

10. The discussion on page 80 identifies that the increase amount of impervious surface area would result in increased loading of
heavy metals, petroleum products and particulate matter to Corte Madera Creek. A mitigation using a BMP using biofilters and
treatment wetlands is proposed within "small vacant upland areas isolated by the interchanges on the north, and south sides of Corte
Madera Creek. How would it be assured that stormwater retention ponds and/or the constructed wetlands wildlife would not become
contaminated with an accumulation of the heavy metals and petroleum runoff, and harm wildlife? Would measures be taken to keep
wildlife away from these facilities? What maintenance would be needed to ensure these facilities continue to function and do not
become a hazard?

11. In shed #2 (page 81) where would the existing ditches, culverts and portions of Irwin Creek be relocated or replaced? There is
little room for replacement or relocation.

12. Identify trees and plants that would be used in the landscaping plan. We are concerned about the loss of mature trees in
segment 3. Mature trees contribute habitat value and also absorb sound. Replacement of mature native trees with large specimens that
will not take as long to replace existing values.

13. Noise barriers deflect noise from at ground areas to areas further up on hills. How would this impact be mitigated?

Thank you for considering our comments. And thank you for adding us to the mailing list for this EIR.


